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Thank you for your e-mail of 1 7 June 201 5, in which you ask for: - 

a) The Government's position in respect of European Arrest Warrant (EAW) extradition 
proceedings, detainment without charge ('charge and try') and proportionality; 

b) Numbers of extradition cases involving category 1 territories which were under way at 
the time the amendments in Section 1 56 (3) of the Extradition Act (2003 Act) came into 
force; 

c) Copies of documentation, including departmental correspondence, and correspondence 
between the UK and EU states and institutions, that are related to the issues of 
proportionality and Human Rights in the Julian Assange extradition case? 

Your request has been handled as a request for information under the Freedom of 
Information Act 2000 ('the Act'). 

a) The Government's position in respect of European Arrest Warrant (EAW) 
extradition proceedings, detainment without charge ('chage and try') and 
proportionality 

The Anti-social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014 introduced changes to the 2003 
Act. In particular, where there are reasonable grounds for believing that a decision to 
charge or a decision to try the person has not been made, the judge must now discharge 
the case. 

Further changes also allow for an individual to be temporarily transferred to the State 
issuing the EAW to be questioned ahead of the extradition hearing in the UK, if the person 
consents. Furthermore, a person subject to an EAW can now speak with the authorities in 
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the issuing State (e.g. by videoconference) pending the extradition hearing, if the person 
consents. 

The changes also mean someone can no longer be surrendered for a trivial offence as the 
law now requires a judge to consider whether the alleged conduct and likely sentence a 
person will receive if extradited and convicted is serious enough to make the person's 
extradition proportionate. This change has resulted in the National Crime Agency (NCA) 
refusing to certify EAWs on proportionality grounds. 

Furthermore, the reforms also clarify the requirement for dual criminality so that offences 
on the EAW that are not specifically listed in the relevant schedule of the Act 2003 are 
given proper consideration as to whether they constitute an offence in the UK by both the 
NCA and the courts. 

b) How many extradition cases involving category 1 territories were under way at 
the time the Amendments in Section 156 (3) of the 2003 Act came into force? 

The Home Office does not hold the information which you have requested. 

c) Copies of documentation, including departmental correspondence, and 
correspondence between the UK and EU states and institutions, that are related 
to the issues of proportionality and Human Rights in the Julian Assange 
extradition case? 

We can neither confirm nor deny whether we hold any of the information you have 
requested by virtue of Sections 23(5), 27 of the Freedom of Information Act 2000 ('the 
2000 Act'). 

Section 27 of the 2000 Act pertains to information that would, or would be likely to, 
prejudice international relations between the UK and another country/territory. It is 
established international practice that requests for extradition are made in confidence and 
are not disclosed outside of government departments, agencies, courts or enforcement 
agencies. 

Section 27 is a qualified exemption and requires the consideration of the public interest in 
deciding whether or not to disclose the requested information. Arguments for and against 
disclosure in terms of the public interest, with the reasons for our conclusion, are set out in 
the attached Annex A. 

Section 23 of the 2000 Act exempts the Home Office from providing information supplied 
by, or relating to, bodies dealing with security matters. This is an absolute exemption so no 
public interest consideration is required. 

Please note that this response should not be taken as conclusive evidence that the 
information you have requested does or does not exist. 

If you are dissatisfied with this response you may request an independent internal review 
of our handling of your request by submitting a complaint within two months to the address 
below, quoting reference 35757. If you ask for an internal review, it would be helpful if you 
could say why you are dissatisfied with the response. 

Information Access Team 
Home Office 

Ground Floor, Seacole Building 



2 Marsham Street 
London SW1P4DF 

e-mail: info.access@homeoffice.gsi.gov.uk 

As part of any internal review the Department's handling of your information request will be 
reassessed by staff who were not involved in providing you with this response. If you 
remain dissatisfied after this internal review, you would have a right of complaint to the 
Information Commissioner as established by section 50 of the Freedom of Information Act 
2000. 

Yours sincerely 



James Arnold 

International Directorate 

International and Immigration Policy Group (IIPG) 



Annex A 



Explanation of the exemptions under sections 27(1) of the 2000 Act 

The exemptions are defined by the 2000 Act as follows: 

27 (l)lnformation is exempt information if its disclosure under this Act would, or would be 
likely to, prejudice — 

(a) relations between the United Kingdom and any other State, 

(b) relations between the United Kingdom and any international organisation or 
international court, 

(c) the interests of the United Kingdom abroad, or 

(d )the promotion or protection by the United Kingdom of its interests abroad. 
Consideration of the balance of Public Interest 

Some exemptions in the 2000 Act, referred to as 'qualified exemptions', are subject to a 
public interest test (PIT). The exemptions under Section 27(1) are such exemptions. The 
PIT is used, in the case of these exemptions, to assess the balance of the public interest 
for and against the requirement to say whether requested information is held or not. The 
'public interest' is not the same as what interests the public. In carrying out a PIT we 
consider the greater good or benefit to the community as a whole. 

The 'right to know' must be balanced against the need to enable effective government and 
serve the best interests of the public. The Act is 'applicant blind'. This means that we 
cannot, and do not, ask about the motives of anyone who asks for information. 
In providing a response to one person, we are expressing a willingness to provide the 
same response to anyone, including those who might represent a threat to an individual or 
to the UK. On this basis please find set out below a consideration of the balance of public 
interest with respect to the information you have requested. 

Public interest consideration in favour of disclosure 

The Home Office recognises that there is a general public interest in transparency and 
openness in Government. It is acknowledged that disclosure of an extradition request 
could improve public understanding of international co-operation processes relating to 
criminal investigations and prosecutions. In addition there is a general public interest in 
understanding whether or not the Home Office has been asked to assist in a particular 
criminal investigation abroad, particularly if the case is high profile and/or involves a British 
citizen. 

Public interest considerations in against disclosure 
Section 27(1) - International Relations 

It is the duty of the Secretary of State to protect the ongoing affairs of our international 
partners and to avoid jeopardising any criminal proceedings. It is established international 
practice that extradition requests are sent in confidence and are not disclosed outside 
government departments, agencies, the courts or enforcement agencies in the UK without 
the consent of the requesting authority (as noted in our published guidelines). Disclosure 
of individual requests, statistics which could lead to the identification of an individual 
request or identification of the methods used in a particular investigation, could affect the 
UK's relationships with other countries in regard to extradition and impede or hamper 
investigations or legal proceedings either in a specific case or in the future. 



